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In C.A. 75-1996 andathor early in it I alleged that the RS was using disclosures 



a;;d withholdings as port of its g&nxssnrjishi? rather than in conformity with the Act and 
that it was sucossfully manipulating what the House assassins committee could too* and 



believe as well an what the G ourt could and would. I also alleged that in th^ouro© of 
thOBO Sftaipulatoiy efforts the FJ2 was *dthhold±n£ from, its ecoxda what was }_n the paper*, 
even in its own dieolc**? elixir** files. With regard to iafoMwmi, I stated tlwat the 
m did OidoW them when if; hud political objectives to eorw V disclosing them. It 



did no t fear for tfu-m Utoo it ooulu advance its peUticuiobj -wtwtA by idmtlfjdng them. 
These natters are included In ay appeals that still hero not been acted on, save for Shea's 
having testified that the FHE should not have withheld what it withheld. S his, of course, 
did not provide tho still withhold information. 

Examination of the table of oontnats alone of the HSCA'o xsport confirms all I alleged 
in C.A. 75-1 59c with rogiml to iliise awttsro. (sl-xii) 



Almost all the phoney allegation* of conspiracy within ly appeals are those with 
which the comi.iittou t/a3 copied* 



’Aider 1. they go into Stwier ut «i and what 1 reported to the EJ after -toner told 
ae about it, that the Informer, William Hugh Horde, was trying to entice irLu into 
racial violenoe. (T^e partial disclosure is false, prejudicial defames m Info ,4 th 
what vhe PHI fabricated, and the truth on'/cctuni records remain withheld in the litigation.) 

Under 2 the report has two alleged ftemphia conspiracies, both of which I sported in 
my 1971 book and neither of which minimal credibility. The first is the CB broadcast, 
whero tho PHI withheld the name of Sd hontedonico, tho kid against whm no charges were * 
over laid, the second John HcFerran. KoForren actually crosses over into what HSCA lists 
as a Sew Orleans conspiracy, its third separatioa^irst under Hew Orleans is the late 
William Sartor. (Also pertinent under 5, Sinaingham, tho Fill's inforaor Itorxle D Q ^, 
who plagiarized none of wJiat tas public domain of the Sartor stuff.) 



Second under New Orleans is Raul E.-.qu±vol, who is tho subject of a nunbur of my 
wala and about tfion I also write In 1971. Fowl* is ttraan Ihonajm. „baro .art 



wJ.tWio3.fi is nienlficnnt and. what la disclosed ia entirely inadequate. Wert is Jules 
Hicco Kimble, -./ho also tried to thrust himself into tho Garrison fiasco, which was pretty 
public. I dc not havo a clear ©collection about the othor two and cannot stata witliout 
question that they arc within my spccidic appeals. But I do know that the information was 
placet in tl» public domain by Jorans J?:irl Ray before I filed C.A. 75-1996. The third listod 
in Reynard Roohon, the sixth handy Rcoenron. 

BSC^As fourth ai'y/LLstol by allugsd oHmsplrucid 3 is Atlanta. I do not not have u 

clear EColIectd.cn about whether or not crasy Edna, Banc&stor is in ay specific up 'jels, as 

I believe ihe is, but. there is no question about the public douilin nature of that adainfta*- 

nation -- she put it tiki’s. (Don’t confu/ie here with Crazy Annie, »3no public domain. BBnn 

id the one who claims Janes EarlRay is her il li.gltlms.t 3 .ion. ) % appeals pertaining to 

tho othor two, when the FBI’s intent to deceive and mislead was quite apparent x/ith regard 

to one, £js> specific aid detailed. 32i& one where t3is FBI so cla.a'ly genoo is 

Claude 

the mattor of the brothers Sj±aobsand Loon Poxioll. Tho Robert Byron Watson matter is the 
subject of Department other than FBI withholdings and is, at the least, within my CRD 
appeals that remain iynoi^d. Watson and liis mother sat/ to it fc<at their effort to gsi bin 
off on tho rug charges, the ansa inspiration of the fabrications about a King conspiracy, 
got wide public attention. 

Two ore listed under Mimng'.iam. I have no clear recollection of Walter W&ddoxh but 
have very clear recollections of my Horris Davis appeals and tho specificity of my affi- 
davits and their accuracy. It as quite clear with him that the FBI was go£ng out of its 
way to plant what it knew was bad information on HSCA. I believe tint the FBI’s desiro to 
hide this accounts ibr its withholdings end its failure to respond, j^ere I remind you that 
all field office information in with in the Stipulation md under it tho FBI was required 
to respond after 1l/l/77. 

Louisville is sext. I have no recollection of Charles Lee ^ell but am quite clear in 
regard to tho phoney Clifton ^oird because I exposed him as a phoney When he first went 
public, before 1 filed C.A. 75-1996, and because after the committee was deceived ever 
this and there was so mucy defamation in thr Congressional *ecord, I gave the lawyer who 



represented the ^oirlsvlllo police wll he needed to obtain *olief for then, 
four 

there are tm nore. I have clear recollections portainirr; two fefi, Miami and Willi am 
Son -rsot- and how fork and I-iyron fiLilett. Somersett also includes Atlanta and ftlliett was 
in Columbus, Qhdo wiien lie laiLicherl hio fabrications. 



published Soneraett * a stoxy, which ■uxvylvce the alee dece&sod Joseph Adcns 

idlteor, in 1967* £ added detail in 1971. Somersett wre? « self-dicolaood FBI informer who 

liiltccrts 

uico worked for I Oaui autw?dtioe. The m. itself disclosed itabrtfcnriln nano and oth r 
information In the aeords provided to the Vnrrem Concdssion. Wo dinplnyod in court aoi« 
oi tho pertinent; records pro vi doci to of mins .and withheld from m , but tiio ESI 

trineo lias not provided a single roccrd orianlneod a ninele pe.jo from which fclwrc is 
improper withholding, often of what it made public domain. 

B Lll ott was the subject of extensive noun attention, for which he nxraj^rnd, SciAtsps 
Howard. -:cnt ape over his f nbrionMor- , aocor-Hh" to the FBI's e;xa disdesurts of it' files 
of clip lings. Its own olip/dngs, disclosed, reveal that it irithhold the public domain. I 
gave the FBI a fov of its own clippings back, but it then did no tiling. 

Iliis brfesf oiramry, bea-M on the table cf ocntcatn only, reflects the .ccucaoy with 
widch I informed the Court, while it; oas going On, of the FBI's operations ■ j&l a tho 



conzdttoe, tho Court and me. There sere and remain withholdings for entirely improper 

•‘umipulation of «hat could and would be known >nd believed. Whew the infortnttai 
is within the Stipulation, as it ic .»ith regard to the listed field offices, tho FBI was 
under tho obligation to respond to what I wrote it. In nil cases it haa foiled to, to 
t is day, which ia a continuing violation of tho Stipulation. 



Sincerely, 



